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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the application filed on 10/13/2004, and IDS filed on 
10/13/2004. 

2. Claims 1-17 are pending, and claims 1 and 11 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification siiall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 9 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

With regards to claim 9, the claim recites a singular requirement for webpage file 
type includes: "any one of a However, the claim also recites "JSP, HTML, ASP, and 
PHP file type". The use of the word "and' thus suggests the webpage file type to 
comprise all types (plurality), instead of just one type that was required earlier. The 
examiner is unsure as to whether the applicant intends to use the word "or" in place of 
"and", or if the applicant is requiring the webpage file type to comprise a plurality of 
types. For the purposes of continuing the examination, the examiner will assume the 
applicant intends the use of the word "or" instead of "and". 

With regards to claim 16, the claim is rejected under the same rationale as 
mentioned above for the rejection of claim 9. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-6, 9, 11, 12, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Borger et al (US Application: US 2002/0123334 A1, published: Sep. 5, 
2002, filed: Mar. 5, 2001). 

With regards to claim 1, Borger et al teaches a method comprising: 

• Receiving a web page request (paragraph 0020: whereas "a user sends a 
request for a web document") 

• Analyzing a webpage file type of a webpage conresponding to said webpage 
request (paragraph 0049: whereas a web page is analyzed for types, including 
ASP, JavaScript, VBScript. PHP, and JSP, and HTML (paragraph 0048); such 
that dynamic web page content is created based upon requests). 

• Obtaining an XML tag from said webpage (paragraph 0057, Fig. 6: whereas, in 
an XML document, XML tags are obtained and read from a web document/page) 

• Defining fonvatting standards related to said webpage interface elements based 
upon said XML tag (paragraph 0055: whereas, based on the XML markup tag, a 
particular fonnatting standard is defined to be inserted and displayed as user 
interface element(s) in said web page). 
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With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a method 
further including compiling said web page (paragraph 0056: whereas, a web page is 
dynamically constructed/compiled for rendering on a user display). 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a method 
further including extracting data from a database (paragraph 0052: whereas data 
specified by the formatting/XML tags are extracted from a database located at a second 
server). 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a method 
further Including reading XML statements within said web page, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 
Furthermore, Borger et al teaches fonvatting XML statements within said web page (as 
explained in paragraph 0056: whereas, XML statements are inserted/formatted into said 
web page as shown in Fig. 7). 

With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
method further including obtaining a configuration file tag, wherein said configuration tag 
corresponds with said XML tag within said web page (Fig 6.: whereas, it is shown a 
particular configuration file tag (to obtain the configuration file: "windcasterad.jsp") is 
included within the web page document). 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
method further including obtaining a configuration file tag, wherein said configuration file 
tag con-esponds with said XML tag within said web page, as explained in the rejection 
for claim 5, and is rejected under the same rationale. Furthermore, Borger et al teaches 
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a configuration file tag, including data corresponding to said configuration file tag 
(paragraph 0057, Fig. 7: whereas, formatting data corresponding to the configuration file 
tag is obtained, and inserted into the web page document). 

With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 1, Borger et al teaches a 
method further including analyzing a web page file type includes detenvining if said 
webpage file type includes any one of a JSP, HTML, ASP, and PHP file type, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a system including: 

• A web server configured to process webpage requests; a webpage file type 
component configured to create dynamic webpage content based upon said 
webpage requests; an XML component configured to define formatting standards 
related to said webpage interface elements: As similarly explained in the 
rejection for the method of claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 

• Wherein said XML component is contained with said webpage file type 
component, as similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 4, and 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a system 
including wherein said XML component is further configured to obtain fonnatting 
instructions from a configuration file, a similarly explained in the rejection for the method 
of claim 5, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a system 
wherein said webpage file type component includes any one of a JSP, HTML, ASP, and 
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PHP file type, as similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 1 , and is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 7, 8, 10, 13-15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Borger et al (US Application: US 2002/0123334 A1 , published: Sep. 

5, 2002, filed: Mar. 5, 2001) in further view of Van Eaton et al (US Patent: 6,948,1 17 B2, 

issued: Sep. 20, 2005, filed: Mar. 27, 2001). 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
method wherein said defining fonvatting standards furttier includes obtaining a 
configuration file including data corresponding to said configuration file tag, wherein said 
configuration file tag corresponds with said XML tag within said webpage, as explained 
in the rejection for claim 6, and is rejected under the same rationale. However, Borger et 
al does not expressly teach matching said data to at least one class file, wherein said 
class file defines at least one user interface element. 

Van Eaton et al teaches matching said data to at least one class file, wherein 
said class file defines at least one user interface element (column 3, lines 55-67, and 
column 8, lines 27-38: whereas, configuration file information corresponding to an XML 
tag (view descriptor) includes matching data from a class file (data is matched to a 
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generated 'specific view class'), whicli defines user interface elements such as text 
fields/labels, and lists (column 9, lines 36-40: whereas two ordered lists contain email 
data from a database, are formatted in a particular order, color, layout, etc). The class 
file is then implemented (rendered) within a web page for display on a web browser). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Borger et al's data from the configuration file tag such that 
the data is matched to at least one class file that defines a user interface element, as 
taught by Van Eaton et al. The combination of Borger et al and Van Eaton et al would 
have allowed Borger et al to have "facilitated more efficient web access to data that is 
not natively compatible with a web browser, and where changes to the layout on the 
Web browser are more easily realized without extensive receding" (Van Eaton et al, 

« 

column 1, lines 58-61). 

With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 1 . Borger et al and Van Eaton 
et al teaches a method wherein said defining fornfiatting standards furtlier includes 
obtaining a configuration file tag including data corresponding to said configuration file 
tag, wherein said configuration file tag corresponds with said XML tag within said 
webpage, and matching said data to at least one class file, wherein said class file 
defines at least one user interface element, and implementing said class file within said 
webpage file type component, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 7, and is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 1 , Borger et al and Van Eaton 
et al teach a method wherein said web page interface elements include at least one of a 
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list, or a text field, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 7, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
system wherein said XML component is configured to format data from a database, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 7, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 14, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
system wherein the system is further configured to include at least one class file, 
wherein said XML component includes at least one tag which corresponds to said at 
least one class file, as similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 7, and 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 1 5, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et ai teaches a 
system further configured to include a rendering engine and at least one class file 
wherein said rendering engine implements a class file within said webpage file type 
component, as similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 7, and is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 17, which depends on claim 1 1 , Borger et al teaches a 
system wherein said webpage interface elements include at least one of text field or list, 
as similarly explained in the rejection for the method of claim 7, and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 1 ,926 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Peria et al (US Application: US 2002/0038349 A1 ): This reference teaches 
reusing internet applications through XML, and dynamic serving through 
ASP, and PHP. 

• Lucassen et al (US Application: US 2003/0023953 Al ): This reference 
teaches MVC technique for code reusability and standards 
implementation. 

• Murren et al (US Application: US 2003/0078960 Al): This reference 
teaches view definitions through XML encoding. 

• Sundaresan (US Patent: 6,569,207 B1): This reference teaches XML 
schemas for instantiating objects from class specifications. 

• Lin et al (US Patent: 6,941 ,521 B2): This reference teaches defining 
display objects for building graphical user interfaces from XML documents. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding Is assigned Is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Wilson Tsui 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 2178 
July 21, 2006 





